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To che Reverend 


Mr. ROMAINE, Ge. 


REVEREND SIR, 


S you have undertaken to give an Ac- 

count of the Law and the Goſpel, 

A very different from the Doctrine of 

our beſt Writers in Divinity, whoſe 

Explanations of theſe Points you have aſſert- 

ed to be erroneous, this Letter needs no Apo- 

logy, which is intended to ſhew, that you have 

miſtaken the Senſe of the Scriptures upon theſe 
important Subjects. 

You will agree with me, that it is a Matter 
of the greateſt Importance to have a right 
Underſtanding of the Article of Juſtification, 
and the neceſſary Conditions of our Accep- 
tance with God. It is the real Concern I feel 
for thole who are taught to deny, that any 
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Rightecuſneſs in themſelves is required as 4 
Condition of their Juſtification, and a Deſire 
of convincing them of their Error, as I am 
Hot able to diſtinguiſh their Principles from 
Anlinomieniſm, whatever their Practice may be; 
it is nothing leſs than a Deſire to have them 
rightly underſtand the Means of obtaining 
Salvation, which has induced me to examine 
the Scheme of Doctrine in your Diſcourſes on 
the Law and the Goſpel. And I ſhall endea- 
vour to make an End of this Buſineſs as ſoon 
as I can, by a ſhort Examination of your prin- 
cipal Arguments. 

In Order to prove, that we muſt be juſti- 
fied wholly by the imputed Righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt, without any Righteouſneſs in ourſel ves, 
you take ſeveral Steps, and begin with this 
Aſſertion: * That the Law requires a per- 
e fect unſinning Obedience, and that a par- 
tial Obedience will not be accepted; that the 
« Goſpel does not ſay a Word of the Accep- 
« tance of Sincerity; and therefore all Man- 
& kind, being incapable of performing an O- 
« bedience_ according to the Rigour of the 
« Law, all are guilty, and condemned by the 
« Law to ſuffer the Puniſhment due to Evil- 
&« doers; and that therefore it is in vain to 
& attempt to work out any Righteouſneſs of 
* our own, as any Qualification for God's Fa- 
c your, and that we mult depend intirely on 
« the Rightcouſn-ſs of Chriſt.” 

This, TI apprehend, is a true Account of 
your Doctrine; anch it is a Syſtem, contrary to 
the Idea I have of the Doctrine of the Go- 
ſpel. Your firſt Propoſition is, that the Law 
requires a perfect unſinning Obedience. This 

* Aſſertion 


[3] 
Aﬀertion is intirely falſe, that the Law tes 
quires a perfect unſinning Obedience of Men 
in their preſent State, The Scripture no where 
ſuppoſes us capable. of it, and no where re- 
quires it, Your Manner of proving yout 
Propoſition is by a Fallacy, *© That the Law is 
* unchangeable, becauſe God the Author of it 
is unchangeable.” I ſhall examine the Va- 
lidity of theſe Propoſitions. When you ſay, 
that the Law requires a perfect unſinning O- 
bedience, you muſt be underſtood to mean, 
that God requires a perfect Obedience to the 
Moral Law, and that the Terms and Condi- 
tions of our Acceptance can never be altered, 
becauſe God is unchangeable. The Queſtion is, 
whether God requires a perfect unſinning Obe- 
dience to the Moral Law ? The Law is ſuppoſed 
to be a Declaration of the Will of God concern - 
ing brute towards him, and the Authority of 
it to depend on its Promulgation by God him- 
ſelf; we are therefore to conſider, what the 
Lawgiver requires in his Law, what are the 
Conditions, and with what Sanctions it is com- 
manded. You ſay, they are, Do this and 
« live; tranſgreſs, and thou ſhalt die.” This 
requires a farther Explanation than you have 
been pleaſed to beſtow upon it. We muſt 
conſider to whom the Law was firſt given, and 
in what State they were when it was given. 
Was it not given to our firſt Parents in a State 
of Innocence? A perfect unſinding Obedience 
was required of them, and there was a Reaſon 
for this ſtrict Injunction; becauſe Man, as cre- 
ated in the Image of God, was capable of per- 
ſorming a perfect Obedience to the full Extent 
of the Law. The Terms were ſuited to the 
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Powers of his Nature; but does it follow, that 
the ſame perfect Obedience is required of al} 
Mankind ſince the Tranſgreſſion? The Sanc- 
tions of the Law, you ſay, are theſe; Do 
this, and thou ſhalt live; tranſgreſs, and thou 
„ ſhalt die.” I wiſh you had not been ſo con- 
riſe, but gone deeper into your Subject, eſpe- 
cially when there was a Neceſſity for a full 
Explanation, and your Argument ſtood in Need 
of a firm Support from the holy Scriptures, 
But, I hope, I ſhall be able to explain, what 
the Goſpel delivers upon this Matter to your 
Satisfaction. 

When one enquired of our Saviour, What 
“ good Thing ſhall I do, that I may have 
e eternal Lite?” His Anſwer was, If thou 
« wilt enter into Life, keep the Command- 
ce ments.” And again, he declared the ſame 
Thing to the Lawyer who tempted him with 
the ſame Queſtion, + What ſhall I do to in- 
« herit eternal Life?“ He firſt ſends him to 
the Law of Moſes for Inſtruftion, “ What is 
« written in the Law? How readeſt thou ?” 
And he clearly underſtood, that the great 
Commandment of the Law was, to love God 
with all his Heart, and his Neighbour as him- 
ſelf. Our Saviour approved of his Anſwer, 
and ſaid, This do, and thou ſhalt live.“ 
Luke x. 28. 

You ſee then, that eternal Life is promiſed 
to thoſe who obſerve theſe Commandments. 
So far we are agreed. If you reply, It is 
e impoſſible to keep them.” I aſk, why the 
Commandment was given with ſo great So- 
lemnity ? „Hear, O J//rael!” And why our 
Saviour again inforced this Duty in his = 
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ſpel, when he ſaid, This do, and thou ſhalt 
« live ? ” Did he mean, that no Man was ca- 
pable of obeying this Precept? The Command- 
ment is not declared to be impoſſible to be 
obeyed, it muſt therefore be ſuppoſed to be 

ſible for Men to attain the Performance of 
it; and the Promiſe to be made good to thoſe 
who keep this, which is the Sum and Sub- 
ſtance of the Law and the Prophets. Every 
Commandment given ſuppoſes Men capable of 
performing it; and this great Commandment, 
you ſee, was given to the Jews, and is given 
to us, ſubject to many Infirmities and Failings, 
and incapable of performing an exact, perfect, 
unſinning Obedience, We are not capable of 
attaining the perfect Exerciſe of this Love of 
God like the holy Angels, but we are taught 
to love God with all our Heart and Mind, 
and Soul and Strength; that is, with all the 
Affection, Zeal, Power, and Perſeverance we 
are capable of exerting ; and if this be a true 
Repreſentation of our Duty, it is plain, that 
eternal Life is promiſed to us, if we uſe our 
beft Endeavours, and apply ourſelves with Sin- 
cerity to the Exerciſe of theſe great Duties, the 
Love of God, and our Neighbour. They are 
the Fulfilling of the Law, both as a Religious 
and Moral Law; but it is not ſuppoſed, that 
we are able to fulfil this Law to Perfection, 
without Fault, Omiſſion, or Interruption. , If 
we do the Things commanded, in the beſt 
Manner we are able, we ſhall be accepted, 
according to God's merciful Indulgence to our 
Failings, and the Terms of his Covenant with 
Man after the Tranſgreſſion. You have, con- 
ary to this Interpretation ſuppoſed, * we 
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have no Benefit from this Promiſe, ** This do, 
« and thou ſhalt live;”” becauſe we are incapa- 
ble of performing a perfect unſinning Obedi. 
ence. But our Lord was acquainted with our 
Infirmities, and yet intended our Obligation 
to obey this Commandment, and our Happi- 
neſs as the Reward of our Obedience. 

I come now to the penal Sanction, * Tranſ- 
« greſs, and thou ſhalt die;“ as you expreſs 
it. This was the Condition of the firſt Cove- 
nant : ** In the Day that thou eateſt thereof 
„ thou fhalr ſurely die;“ and the Condition 
of the Moſaic Covenant was, ** Curſed is every 
% one that continueth not in all things which 
« are written in the Book of the Law to do 
© them, Gal. iii. 10.” This I allow, but 1 
can perceive no Advantage you derive from 
hence to your Argument. If you infer from 
this Sanction, that all Mankind are conſe- 


quently included in the ſame Sentence of 


Condemnation, in ſuch a Senſe, that if 
they tranſgreſs, in any one Point, they ſhall 
be judged as guilty of unpardonable Offence, 
I demand Proof from Scripture. I do not 
remember any; I defire you will produce 
it. If you mean, thac the Law allows of no 
Repentance, I apprehend you are alſo mi- 
ſtaken. If you intend only what St. Paul 
reacheth, that the Law was not made for the 
Righteous, but for the Ungodly and Sinners, 
for the Unholy and Prophane, that is, that 
impenitent Sinners, obſtinate Deſpiſers of God's 
Commandmenrs, will be judged unworthy of 
eternal Life, who denies it ? But if you mean, 
that the Law is delivered to us with the fame 
penal Sanction, as it was originally to Adam, 
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exacting our Obedience to the ſame Extent and 
perfection, you have fallen into an Error of 
which you may be convinced by an impartial 
Attention to the Scriptures, However, I ſhall 


confider your Reaſon for aſſerting, that the 


Law ſtill requires a perfect unſinning Obe- 
dience, which is, that the Law is unchange- 
able, i. e. invariable; becauſe God is un- 
changeable. | 

This might be a proper Reaſon for an Un- 
believer to give, why God never vouchſafed 
any ſubſequent Revelation to Mankind, after 
the firſt Publication of his Law; but I did 
not expect this from a Preacher of the Go- 
ſpel: But no Matter, if your Argument is 
good, it muſt be admitted; and let it be exa- 
mined fairly. The Law is unchangeable, as it 
muſt always preſerve the unchangeable Differ- 
rence of Good and Evil, and muſt always be 
perfectly agreeable to the divine Attributes of 
Wiſdom, Truth, Juſtice and Goodneſs. The 
Nature and Properties of it cannot be altered, 
as Virtue muſt be commanded, and Vice and 
impiety forbidden. The Nature of it cannor 
be changed, as all Virtue and Goodneſs muſt 
be commanded, and all Tranſgreſſion in gene- 
ral forbidden. But may not the Law be al- 
tered in its Circumſtances? Is the divine Law- 
giver under under any Reſtriction to impoſe the 
ame Terms of Acceptance, upon the Delin- 
quents, when he receives them again to a new 
Covenant? They were found defective upon 
the firſt Trial; can it be expected, that they 
will fail in no Inſtance upon a ſecond? If 


dur firſt Parents, created in the Image of God, 
Vere overcome by Temptation, their depraved 
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Offspring muſt certainly deſpair of Accep- 


_ tance, if they underſtood, that God would 


exact of them a perſect unſinning Obedience; 
which, if they did not perform, God would 
execute upon them the Penalty of his Wrath. 
In this Caſe, the Knowledge of the Will of 
God would be of no Benefit to them. This is 
contrary to the Intention of his Wiſdom and 
Goodneſs, which are manifeſted in all his Diſ- 

nſations to Men. So far we are agreed, that 


the Law of God is unchangeable in this Re- 


ſpect; that the ſame Purity and Holineſs muſt 
be expreſſed in it anſwerable to the Attributes 
of God, who is pure and holy: But you can- 
not conclude from this, that the Law muſt 
always be propoſed with the ſame Terms of 
Acceptance. 

While Man was perfect, it was reaſonable 
to require a perfect unſinning Obedience ; bur 
when he was become a Tranſgreſſor, and his 
Poſterity muſt neceſſarily partake of his de- 
praved Nature, were the ſame Conditions pro- 
pofed to Perſons incapable of performing 
them? If you admit, that God made a new 
Covenant with Mankind after the Tranſgrel- 
ſion, you cannot ſuppoſe, but the Rigour of 
the Original Law was mitigated. And we 
learn, that God was not ſo far provoked by the 
Offence of Adam, as to caſt him off, but ad- 
mitted him to a new Covenant as a Means of 
Reconciliation, and renewed his Hope of eter- 
al Life. And if God hath ſhewn his Com- 
paſſion to the Infirmities of our Nature, and 
declared, that he will accept Repentance in- 
ſtead of perfect Obedience, will you make an 
Qbjection, that Gad is obliged to exact a oo 
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feel Conformity to his Law, becauſe he is un- 
changeable? He is unchangeable as to his 
Truth, Juſtice, Goodneſs and Holineſs; but 
will you aſſert, that he is reſtrained from 
Mercy, and repreſent him as inexorable, be- 
cauſe he is unchangeable ? If he ſtill vindi- 
cates the Honour of his Laws; ſhews his 
Truth, and aſſerts his Authority by a new 
Diſpenſation, he is unchangeable. Is it not 
his Prerogative, founded on the cleareſt Rea- 
ſon to forgive Sins? Your Argument would 
prove, if it held good, what, I ſuppoſe, you 
did not intend, that God cannot give eternal 
Life to thoſe who have been Offenders againſt 
his Law. And you well know, that God ac- 
tually did make new Terms, or enter into a new 
Covenant with Man after his Tranſgreſſion; 
ſince he had broken the firſt Original Law, it 
pleaſed God to provide a Remedy for his Sin, 
and a Reparation of the Benefit he had forfeit- 
ed, by granting Repentance unto Life, and b 

the Promiſe of the Woman's Seed, whic 

ſhould bruiſe the Serpent's Head. There was 
no Occaſion for a formal Repetition of the 
Law to Adam, as he was taught of God from 
his Creation; and he was ſufficiently quali- 
hed to teach his Sons their Duty, in every 
Inſtance. 

The Knowledge of this Law being eaſily 
preſerved in the Families of the Faithful, it 
continued to be a Guide to direct thoſe who 
were inclined to attend to it, how they might 
obtain the Favour of God. It was not fer 
forth only in terrorem, but injoined for the 
Comfort of thoſe who did well, as they, who 
obſerved it, were aſſured of Acceptance. 
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God appeals to Cain, concerning the Juſtice 
and Equity of his Law : If thou doeſt well, 
„ ſhalt thou not be accepted? And if thou 
«© doeſt not well, Sin lieth at the Door.” 
From this Appeal, we muſt underſtand, that 
it was in his Power to do well, and therefore 
he was convicted of Sin, if he did not well. 
Abel was accepted, becauſe he did well. He 
diligently attended to the Will of God, and 
brought his Offering, not only according to 
God's Appointment in outward Circumſtance , 
but with ſincere Devotion, and a truly thank- 
ful Heart. And many more are recorded in 
the Ages before the Law, as walking with 
God, fearing him and being righteous. Were 
theſe pious and juſt Perfons without Sin ? 
was their Obedience intirely faultleſs ? or 
was their ſincere Endeavour to obey God's 
Wil accepted? You ay, the Law is rigid, 
and .mentions not a Word of the Acceptance 
of Sincerity. Now, I apprehend, that Since- 
rity. is the utmoſt Attention of the Mind to 
the Will of God ; the Intention of an up- 
right Heart to ſerve him in an acceptable 
Manner, and is oppoſed to Diſſimulation, and 
a double Mind, and is acceptable ro God, al- 

though it falls ſhort of Perfection. 
According to this Notion of Sincerity, the 
Praiſe of thoſe good Kings of [Fae and Ju- 
dab is recorded in the ſacred Hiſtory, ** That 
„ they did what was right in the Sight of the 
« Lord.” And though it be ſaid of ſome, 
that they turned not aſide from the Command- 
ments of God to the right Hand, or to the 
leſt; you will allow, that they did _ 
1 orm 
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form a perfect unſinning Obedience. And if 
they did not arrive to this Height, which is, 
indeed, above the Reach of human Weakneſs, 
was not their Sinceriry accepted, and their 
fincere Deſire, and utmoſt Endeavour to keep 
the Commandments of God? The Law, in- 
deed, is perfectly holy, juſt and good, and 
requires our Obedience to every Command- 
ment, For it is the Intention of a Law, to 
ſhew Men, in every Inſtance, their Duty, and 
to forbid every Tranſgreſſion. No 1 
can be mentioned wherein they may tranſgreſs, 
that they may omit this Part of Duty, or of- 
fend in that Inſtance without Guilt. 

The Law of God muſt command us to ab- 
ſtain from all Sin, and to praftiſe all Things 
good and Praiſe-worthy. And our Saviour 
was fo far from relaxing the Obligation of the 
Moral Law, that he explained it more fully, 
and aſſerted its Purity and Excellency. He 
ſhews it ro be, what the Pſalmiſt had declared 
it, a perfect and undefiled Law, converting the 
Soul; he requires Purity of Heart, as the firſt 
Principle of 'Obedience, and the Spring of an 
holy Life; and declares the Sinfulneſs of any 
Intention to commit a Crime, and thereby lays 
the ſtrongeſt Reſtraint upon the Mind and 
Paſſions to avoid eve An; and the more 
perfect and excellent his Doctrine is, it makes 
the Practice of all Goodneſs ſo much eaſier, 
and enables us to attain the greater Perfec- 
tion. He ſhews our indiſpenſible Duty to do 
the Will of our heavenly Father, and the 
Happtneſs of thoſe who obey his Doctrine. 


Thus 
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Thus it is plain, that the Law as delivered 
by Moſes, taught in the Prophets, and explain- 
ed and enforced in the Goſpel of Chriſt, is, 
as St. Paul declares, holy, juſt. and good; 
otherwiſe it would not be worthy of God, not 
of any Teacher ſent from God, nor anſwer the 
End of its Promulgation. 

But from this Account of the Law we draw 
very different Concluſions: You argue, that 
8 Moral Law being unchangeable, it muſt 
always require a perfect unſinning Obedience. 
I have ſhewn, that the Law muſt always be 
holy and perfect, as God the Author of it is 
unchangeably holy and good. But I have 
obſerved, what you cannot but acknowledge, 
that God having pronounced Judgment on 
our firſt Parents as Tranſgreſſors of his Law, 
and thereby aſſerted bis Authority and mani- 
felted his Juſtice, was pleaſed to ſhew his Mer- 
cy to theſe Offenders and their Poſterity, by 
admitting them to a new Covenant, whic 
contained a Promiſe of Redemption on God's 
Part, and muſt be underſtood to injoin Obe- 
dience to the Moral Law, as a neceſſary Con- 
dition of receiving the Benefit of the Promiſe. 
It was not intended, by this Covenant of 
Mercy, that the Obligation to the Law 
mould ceaſe; it was ſtill in Force for the 
Trial of Men's "Allegiance to God, But if 
the ſame Condition of Acceptance was enjoin- 
ed, namely, a perfect unſinning Obedience, 
the Trial was ro no Purpoſe, It muſt there- 
fore be ſuch an Obedience as Man was capa- 
ble of performing; otherwiſe, all Men con- 
ſcious of their own Frailty ,muſt ſink Into 

| Deſpair, 
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Deſpair. In this Situation, every Man muſf 
make the Reflection of the P/almift his own: 
« If thou, Lord, be extreme to mark what 
« is done amiſs, who may abide it? Bur 
4+ bleſſed be God, there is Mercy with him; 
« therefore ſhall he be feared !” 

I intreat you to conſider this Point again, 
whether thoſe who have only the Knowledge 
of the Law muſt deſpair of Acceptance with 
God, becauſe they find their Obedience im- 
perfect ? Can they have no Hope, but from 
moral Perfection in themſelves ? It is nothing 
to the Purpoſe to urge, that the Law knows 
nothing of Sincerity. We are to ſcek for the 
Mind of the Lawgiver, whether he will judge 
and condemn thoſe, who having had only the 
Knowledge of the Law, have been defective in 
their Duty, although they have ſincerely en- 
deavoured to do all Things well. 

If this ſhould be the Rule of God's Judg- 
ment, the whole Heathen World muſt be in- 
cluded in this Condemnation. Are you not 
affected with this Thought? But St. Pauf 
teaches a different Doctrine, and thus con- 
cludes, upon the Caſe of the Heathen : 
That to them, who by patient Continuance 
in well-doing ſeek for Glory, and Honour, 
* and Immortality, God will give eternal 
Life.“ Rom. ii. 7. 

Some- then there have been, who by the 
Light of Nature only, have attained ſo much 
Knowledge of the Law as to underſtand their 
Duty to continue in well-doing, and to ſeek 
tor Glory, and Honour, and Immortality, 
Fhich are not the Gifts of this World. And 

we 
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we learn farther, that God will have Compaſ- 
ſion on their Ignorance, and reward their 
Sincerity. | | 
But you admit of no Righteouſneſs, in any 
Degree, ſhort of Perfection, as, in the leaſt, 
availing to any one's final Juſtification. Have 
you forgotten our Lord's Commendation of 
ſome certain Perſons in the Church of Sard:; ? 
Thou haſt a few Names even in Sardis, 
« which have not defiled their Garments, and 
they ſhall walk with me in white, for they 
« are worthy,” Rev. iii. 4. The Worthineſs of 
thefe Perſons conſiſted at leaſt in a comparative 
_ Righteouſneſs, as they had not defiled them- 
ſelves with Sin, like the greater Part of the 
Members of that Church. Theſe had pre- 
ſerved themſelves from the general Corruption, 
and were diſtinguiſned by the Practice of true 
Virtue and Holineſs; our Lord therefore de- 
clared their Praiſe, and their future Bleſſed- 
neſs, as the Reward of their Works: For 
<« they were worthy.” 
Thus, I have brought the Argument to this 
Concluſion, that Men are capable of perform- 
ing an acceptable Obedience to the Command- 
ments of God, and that their Keeping of them 
as far as in their Power, is a neceſſary Condi- 
tion of their receiving the Bleſſings of the Go- 
ſpel; which Concluſion you deny. Our own 
Righteouſneſs and good Works are of ſome 
Moment and Efficacy, towards our Accep- 
tance with God, though not meritorious. And 


God requires of us ſuch an Obedience only. 


as in our preſent State we are capable of per- 
forming. | = _ 
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The Law and the Prophets taught Men to 
break off their Tranſgreſſions by Righteouſneſs, 
and all Men, who have any Knowledge of God 
and his Laws, muſt be ſenſible of the Benefit 
of Amendment. The Goſpel gives greater 
Encouragement to our Obedience, by the Pro- 
miſe of Rewards, exceeding all the Happineſs 
and Glory we can conceive. | It requires the 
utmoſt Exertion of our Abilities, as the Ta- 


to the Glory of God, by improving ourſelves 
in Virtue, and promoting good Works. 

I cannot find, where the Goſpel diſcourages 
our Endeavours, nor what Foundation you 
have in Scripture for the following Aſſertions: 
That the Law knows nothing of Repen- 
* tance, nor of Mercy; that it can abate no- 
* thing of its Demands ; that the leaſt Fail- 
ing is an abſolute Forfeiture of God's Bleſ- 
* fing, and leaves Men under the Curſe of the 
© Law; and under the Wrath of God, be their 
* Repentance and Obedience ever ſo fincere ; 
that God is not deſcribed in the Law as a 


„ whoſe Wrath, and not whoſe Mercy, is re- 
« yealed from Heaven, againſt all Ungodlineſs 
and Unrighteouineſs ot Men.“ | 
This is true, if ungodly Men do not re 
pent; but you muſt certainly know, that the 
Terrors of the Lord are revealed to perſuade 
Men to Repentance; and you muſt remember 
the Promiſes of God's Mercy to the Children 
of Jrael, when they had ſuffered the Afflic- 
tions of his Anger for their Diſobedience, if 
they would return unto og Lord their God. 
You 


lents committed to us, that we may uſe them 


God of Mercy, but as a Sovereign Judge; 
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You are not 1gnorant of what 1s written in the 
Books of Moſes, why then do you aſſert, that 
God is not deſcribed in the Law as a God of 
Mercy, but as a Sovereign Judge ? Did not 
God proclaim himſelf, © The Lord, the Lord 
God, merciful and gracious, long-ſuffering, 
* and abundant in Goodneſs and Truth, keep- 
„ing Mercy for Thouſands, forgiving Iniqui- 
* ty, and Tranſgrefſion, and Sin.” Ex. xxxiv. 
6, 7. Your Doctrine will have the Effect 
you propoſe, namely, driving People to De- 
ſpair. For thus you preach, p. 86. If the 
La cannot ſhew the Offender Mercy, does | 
it leave him without Hope? Yes. It can 
©« ſhew him no Mercy, nor does it give him 
* any Hope. It convinces him of Sin, con- 
“ demns him for it, and ſentences him to the 
« firſt and ſecond Death. What muſt he de- 
e 'ſpair then of being able to atrain Mercy 
by any Means in his own Power, he muſt 
* deſpair—defpair of working out for himſelf 
<<, ſuch Righteouſneſs as the Law demands.” 
Do you think St. Paul preached this Doctrine 
to Felix, when he reaſoned of Righteouſneſs, 
Temperance, and Judgment to come? When 
he reaſoned of Righteouſneſs, do you imagine, 
that the Apoſtle affirmed as you do; That 
++ Men are abſolutely incapable of attaining 
any inherent Righteouſneſs.” The Scrip- 
tures teach us no ſuch Thing, but “ they are 
4 2 for Doctrine, for Reproof, for 
« Correction, for Inſtruction in Righteouſ- 
<< neſs, that the Man of God may be perfect, 
* thoroughly furniſhed unto all good Works.“ 
2 Tim. iii. 16, 17. And even the Vegan 
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each us, contrary to your Doctrine; * That 
„ God meeteth him that worketh Righteouſ- 
& neſs, and commands us to ſow in Righteouſ; 
« neſs that we may reap in Mercy.” 

Theſe Scriptures clearly witneſs againſt you, 
notwithſtanding you accuſe thoſe, who will not 
receive your Doctrine, as Papiſts, Phariſees, 
and Formaliſts. The Formaliſt, you ſay, falls 
into this great Miſtake, that is, the miſtaken 
Notion of attaining any Righteouſneſs accep- 
table to God, from his Ignorance of the Law 
and the Goſpel. 

need ſay no more to your Charge of Ig- 
norance of the Law. Let us examine, what 
you ſuppoſe to be a miſtaken Notion, or Ig- 
norance of the Goſpel. 

In your Preface, you reckon this among 
the many Miſtakes about religious Matters : 
© To think, that Chriſt has abated the Ri- 
„ gour of the Law, and that the Goſpel is 
„no more than a new Law-Diſpenſation, in 
« which the Lord has been pleaſed to declare, 
that he will accept of ſincere, inſtead of 
perfect Obedience.” | 

* your Sermon upon imputed Righteouſ- 
neſs, you again cenſure this Miſtake of thoſe 
who ſuppoſe the Goſpel to be a Propoſal of 
Terms, 1. e. new Terms and Conditions, mi- 
tigating the Rigour of the Law, and ſo make 
Chriſt only a milder Lawgiver than Moſes, re- 
quiring not perfect but ſincere Obedience of his 
Creatures. It will be eaſy to ſhew; that the Go- 
ſpel is a remedial Diſpenſation in every Reſpect. 
would obſerve, that the Queſtion is not pro- 
perly, whether Chriſt be a milder Lawgiver 
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than Moſes, mitigating the Rigour of the Mo- 
ral Law, as delivered by him; for the Law of 
Moſes did not require a perfect unſinning Obe- 
ence, becauſe Mankind was incapable of per- 
forming it; the Law of Moſes did not leave 
Men without Remedy and Hope of Pardon, if 
they repented of their Tranſgreſſions : But the 
Queſtion is, whether the Goſpel be not a re- 
medial Diſpenſation, as it propoſes eaſier Terms 
and Conditions of Acceptance, than the Origi- 


nal Law given to Adam in his State of Inno- 


cence. You ſay, that the Original Law ſtands 
unrepealed; but are not the Conditions of it 
altered ? Is not Repentance allowed, accepted, 
and made effectual to Salvation? 

I beſeech you to conſider this Point again. 
If the Original Law given to Adam is unre- 
pealed, and continues, with the fame Force 
and Obligation, unaltered in the Conditions of 
Acceptance, Repentance is no Duty, of no 
Effect, it makes no Reparation for Offences. 
This you aſſent to, and urge vehemeatly. 
Why is it then commanded ? Why did Chriſt 
call Sinners to Repentance ſo earneſtly and 
affectionately, if it could do them no Good, 
nor make them fitter Objects of divine Mer- 
cy? It is plain, that it was the Intention of 
Chriſt, in his Goſpel, to encourage Men in the 
Work of - Repentance, with the Aſſurance of 
its Efficacy, as the Means of being reconciled 
to God, and obtaining his Favour and eter- 
nal Life. 

Thus then, the Rigour of the Original Law 
is mitigated, as the Privilege of Repentance is 
declared; and the Goſpel is a remedial Diſ- 
| penſation, 
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nation, as it makes Amendment and our 

ſt Obedience, a Qualification for obtaining 
the Benefit of the great Propitiation which 
Chriſt made for Sin by the Sacrifice of himſelf. 
And with Reſpect to the Law of Moſes, the Goſpel 
is to be conſidered as a remediable Diſpenſa- 
tion, as it releaſed Men from the heavy Yoke 
and Burden of its Ceremonies and Oblations, 
and injoined moral Commandments which are 
not grievous, a pure and ſpiritual Worſhip, 
ealy to be underſtood and exerciſed, and ex- 
ceedingly profitable and delightful. 

There is no Need to dwell any longer on this 
Point, yet I cannot but expreſs my great Con- 
cern, that you take ſo much Pains to diſcou- 
rage your Hearers in the Performance of mo- 
ral Duties, and attempting to work Righte- 
ouſneſs. You inſiſt, 4+ That Faith and Works 
cannot ſtand together :* What then is your 
Judgment of thoſe worthy Perſons, celebrated 
by the Apoſtle, in the eleventh Chapter of the 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, who through Faith 
wrought Righteouſneſs ? You ſay, that we are 
juſtified by believing, and not by working, and 
entirely exclude all Works of Righteouſneſs from 
having any Part or Office in our Juſtification; and 
you think thoſe Words of St. Paul a ſufficient 
Proof of your Doctrine. We conclude, that 
* a Man is juſtified by Faith without the Deeds 
Hof the Law,“ Rom, iii. 28. You will pleaſe 
to obſerve, that St. Paul uſes the ſame Words, 
and conſequently is to be underſtood to mean 
the ſame Thing, in his Epiſtle to the Gala- 
tiant, Ch. ii. 16. where he relates his Oppoſi- 
tion to St. Peter, whoſe Unſtcadineſs he re- 


proved 
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2 in departing from the Liberty and 

ruth of the Goſpel, and fearing them which 
were of the Circumciſion. St. Paul, there- 
fore, with great Freedom and Truth, aſſerted, 
that a Man is not juſtified by the Works of 
the Law, but by the Faith of Jeſus Chriſt; 
What could theſe Works be, but the Rites 
and Ceremonies of the Law from which Chriſt 
had made them free ? Such as Circumciſion, 
Purification, and Offerings appointed by the 
Law. You know, that there was a great Con- 
troverſy about Circumciſion; and St. Paul 
clearly ſhews, that the Gentiles, who were in 
Uncircumciſion, had the ſame Privilege of Ju- 
ſtification and Redemption with the Jes, who 
were of the Circumciſion through Faith in Je- 
ſus Chriſt. 

Faith in Chriſt was a necefſary Means of 
Juſtification to all, whether circumciſed of 
oncircumciſed, For * in Chriſt Jeſus, nei- 
© ther Circumciſion availeth any thing, not 
„% Uncircumciſion, but a new Creature.“ St. 
Paul laboured to convince the Jews, that Cir- 
cumciſion availed nothing to their Juſtifica- 
tion; and it is very plain, from the Subject of 
his Diſcourſe, that by the Deeds of the Law, 
he did not mean Works of Righteouſneſs, but 
the Obſervation of the Ceremonial Inſtitutions: 
St. Paul's Argument and Concluſion concern- 
ing Juſtification by Faith, are of the fame 
Import with the Declaration, which he made, 
Ads xiii. 28, 29. ** Be it known unto you; 
e therefore, Men and Brethren, that through 
e this Man is preached unto you, the For- 


« oiveneſs of Sins: And by him all that 
* believe 
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believe are juſtified from all Things, from 
& which ye could not be juſtified by the Law 
* of Moſes.” St. Paul muſt be conſiſtent in 
his Doctrine, and by comparing theſe Texts 
we come at the true and full Senſe of his Af- 
ſertion; „that we are juſtified by Faith with- 
« out the Deeds of che Law,” becauſe of the 
Weakneſs and Unprofitableneſs thereof ; but 
does he exclude Works of real Righteouſneſs ? 
Haye you any Grounds from Scripture to af- 
firm, that there is no inherent Righteouſneſs 
in Men, that it is all a fancied Righteouſneſs, 
and ſuch as will deſtroy them ? that there can 
be no Righteouſneſs previous to Acceptance 
with God ? 2 
The Text, Rom. iv. 5. fails you: To him 
{| that worketh not, but believeth on him that 
« juſtifieth the Ungodly, his Faith is counted 
for Righteouſneſs.” Hence you argue, that 
« a Sinner is under an Obligation to go out 
of himſelf for Righteouſneſs, and accept of 
the Saviour's Righteouſneſs as a free Gift, 
and have it by Faith imputed to him for his 
“ Juſtification, Diſc. iv. and you infer, that 
the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, freely received 
„by Faith, is inconſiſtent with Man's work- 
{6 ing, in Hopes of attaining a Righteouſneſs 
„of his own; for he hopes to attain an Im- 
* poſſibility.” You apprehend then, that be- 
cauſe Chriſt juſtifieth the Ungodly, all Sinners, 
all ungodly as they are, may be juſtified only 
by believing in him, without any other Qua- 
lification. Now it is plain, that Repentance 
previouſly neceſſary to the Remiſſion of Sins; 
that the Ungodly are not juſtified ns they 
rſa 
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forſake their Sins, and are converted” to a new 
Life. St. Paul could intend no more than to 
ſhew, the Grace of God in. pardoning Sinners 
upon their Repentance. The Ungodly were 
quſtified when they forſook Idolatry to ſerve 
the true God, and renounced all their Sins and 
Impurities, and began to lead a new Life of 
Virtue and Holineſs. And though you think 
them under a dangerous Deluſion, who eſteem 
their own Righteouſneſs neceſſary to their Ju- 
ſtification, yer we find, that God has Reſpect 
to the Righteous, and diſtinguiſhes them by 
his Favours. 

We learn, from the Account of Cornelius, 
that his Prayers and his Alms were regarded; 
and St. Peter was inſtructed from this ſingle 
Inſtance; That in every Nation he that 
«© feareth God, and worketh Righteouſneſs is 
* accepted with him.” And you might have 
learnt» farther from St. Jobn, that Men are 
capable of attaining à perſonal and habitual 
Righteouſneſs, who declares, that he that doeth 
\Righteouſnefs. is righteous, even as our Lord 
is righteous; and maketh this a certain Mark 
of the New: Birth: Every one that doeth 
„ Righteouſneſs is born of him;“ z. e. of God. 
The whole Tenour of your Diſcourſes concerning 
Juſtification, is contrary to the Doctrine deli- 
-vered by St. James, whoſe Epiſtle is the clear- 
eſt Confutation of your Doctrine, and over- 
throws your Syſtem intirely. How have you 
disjeined Faith and Works of Righteouſneſs, 
and have laboured with all your Might to tear 
the Branches from the Root? How have you 
ſhut your Eyes againſt the — 
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and how was you able to refiſt the Force of 
St. James's Determination; “ That a Man is 
& juſtified by Works, and not by Faith only?“ 
Chap. it. 24, Sc. | 

| muſt attend you a little farther upon this 
Subject, to examine the Strength of your Evi- 
dence, in your Quotation from the Homilies. 
You ſeem to think their Teſtimony undeniably 
on your Side, and exult in this Part of your 
Argument; but your Doctrine of Faith with- 
out Works of Righteouſneſs, is certainly ſtretch- 
ed beyond the Homilies. For, upon an attentive 
View of their Meaning I find, that when they 
aſſert Juſtification by Faith only without Works, 
taey are to be underſtood to exclude them only, 
3 any meritorious Cauſe of our Juſtification ; 
Chrift alone being the only meritorious Cauſe, 
but you deny their Operation, nay, even their 
Exiſtence. 

The Part of the Homily you quote begins 
thus : This Saying, that we be juſtified by 
* Faith only, freely, and without Works, is 
* ſpoken for to take away clearly all Merit of 
our own Works:“ Sc. This is enough :— 
l acknowledge the Imperfection of our Works, 
and ſee no Cauſe for boaſting ; what then? are 
ve forbid to endeavour to attain any Righteouſ- 
neſs, becauſe it will be imperfect? Is there not 
aplain Diſtinftion between the Neceſſity and 
Obligation of good Works, and the Notion of 
the Merit of them ? The Homilies make this Di- 
ſtinction. They deny their Merit, and aſſert 
the Neceſſity and Obligation of them. The Na- 
lure and Effects of Chriſtian Faith are thus de- 
ſeribed, in the ſecond Part of the Homily on _ 
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Subject: The true, lively, and Chriſtian Faith, 1 
is no dead, vain, or unfruitful Thing, but a Thing 1 
of perfect Virtue, of wonderful Operation ot a 
working, and Strength, bringing forth all good 1 
Motions and good Works.“ Many that profeſſed 1 
the Faith of Chriſt were in this Error, that they 8 
thought they knew God, and believed in him, WF © 
when in their Life they declared the contrary. 
Which Error St. John, in his firſt Epiſtle, con- 8 
futing, writeth in this wiſe : ** Hereby ve are c 


certified, that we know God, if obſerve his F 
„ Commandments.” In the ſecond Part of the as 
Sermon of good Works it is ſhewn, that God's 0 
Commandments are the Means of attaining eter- 00 
nal Life: This is to be taken for a molt true in 
Loeſſon taught by Chriſt's own Mouth, that te 
c the Works of the moral Commandments of th 


God be the very true Works of Faith, which 
« lead to the bleſſed Life to come; but the 
«' Blindneſs and Malice of Men, even from the 
«© Beginning, hath ever been ready to fall from 
„ God's Commandments.” In the third, we 
have an earneſt Exhortation to keep God's 
Commandmeats; to read and hear God's Word, 
and mark diligently therein what-is his Will we 
ſhall do, and with all our Endeavour to apply 


ourſelves to follow the ſame. . The Doctrine of an 
the Homilies is agreeable to the Determination ot the 
St. James, that we ate not juſtified by Faith on- ſel 


ly, without Works of Righteouſneſs. To prove 
this, one Paſſage more will be ſufficient from 
the Homily of Salvation: Nevertheleſs this 
Sentence, that we be juſtified by Faith only, 
is not-ſo meant of them (Fathers) that the 
<< ſaid juſtifying Faith is alone in Man without 
5 - R cc true 
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true Repentance, Hope, Charity, Dread, and 
the Fear of God at any Time or Seaſon. They 
« do not mean to be juſtified without good 
Works, that we ſhould do no good Works 
at all; but to take away clearly all Merit of 
<-our own Works, as being unable to deſerve 
+ © our Juſtification at God's Hands,” Sc. p. 15. 
Thus it appears, that you have miſtaken the 
Senſe of the Homilies, and miſapplied them to 
countenance your Doctrine of Juſtification by 
Faith alone, without any Reſpect ro good Works 
as concurring with it, or any Ways conducive 
to our Acceptance. So little Reaſon have you 
to ſpeak againſt thoſe who place Righteouſneſs 
in Duties, which you call an unrighteous Righ- 
teouſneſs. You deſcribe theſe Perſons more 
than once: They are ſuch as keep cloſe to 
their Church; go to the Sacrament once a 
* a Month, and uſe the New Week's Prepara- 
tion, and follow it ſtrictly; O theſe are your 
mighty good People!“ And why may they 
not be very good People, ſerioufly religious, 
and having their Converſation in Simplicity and 
godly Sincerity ? Do they deſerve this Mockery 
and Ridicule? Does it become the Character of 
a Preacher to treat ſuch Perſons with ſuch Scorn 
and Cenſute? Do you know their Hearts, that 
their Pride deceives them, that they think them- 
ſelves righteous, and deſpiſe others? Why do 
you judge them ? Do you know that they make 
a Saviour of their Duties; and preſume to have 
their own Righteouſneſs ſeated on the Throne 
dong with Chriſt ? | 
I-muſt deſire you to explain the laſt Part of 

your Accuſation, for you have over - ſnot my 
| D 2 Ideas. 
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Ideas. I cannot conceive, how any one could 
ever think of having his own Righteouſneſs 
Joined with Chriſt's on the Judgment- Seat. 
You have imagined a Species of Error which 
never exiſted. But to anſwer your Charge of 
Preſumption, as far as I underſtand it, I hope 
we may depend ſo far on the ſerious Perform- 
ance of religious and moral Duties, that we 
may humbly preſent ourſelves before the Throne 
of Grace, beleeching our Lord to pardon the 
Defects of our Service; and as we have done 
the beſt in our Power, we may truſt that God 
will accept our ſincere Endeavours to obey his 


Will, according to his declared and promiſed 


Mercy. | 

This you repreſent as one of the many Mi- 
ſtakes in Religion: To think, that we muſt 
„do all we can, and keep the Law with al! 
our Might, and wherein we come ſhort of 
the perfect D mands of the Law, Chriſt 
will, out of his Merits, atone for our Fail- 
«© 10gs.”* You'think it a miſtaken Notion, 
that the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is intended to 


| ſupply the Defects of our Obedience. This 


is the Doctrine which you oppoſe; and is, | 
think, taught by St. Paul, in his Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, Where we read, that we have not an 
High: Prieſt which cannot be touched with the 
Feeling of our Infirmities; and we are for 
this Reaſon exhorted to come boldly unto the 
Throne of Grace, that we may obtain Mercy; 
and we ate farther informed of this Benefit of 


the Sacrifice of Chriſt, that his Blood will 


purge our Conſcience from dead Works to 
ſerve the living God; and that Chriſt, being 


entered 
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entered into Heaven itſelf, now appears in the 
Preſence of God for us, as our Advocate with 


the Father. 

Hence we learn, that Chriſt hath Compaſſion 
on our Infirmities, and that we ſhall obtain 
Mercy through his expiatory Sacrifice and In- 
terceſſion, provided we have the proper Qua- 
ifications of Faith and Repentance; I mean, 
ſuch a Repentance, as produces a real Change 
and Improvement in the Practice of all Good- 
neſs: Then, 1 am perſuaded, that God will 
not impute our Treſpaſſes to us, and that we 
ſhall” receive the Reward of Righteouſneſs, 


notwithſtanding the Defects of our Obedi- 
| ence. 


But this Account does not fatisfy you : A 
defective Righteouſneſs cannot, according to 
your Judgment, be made good. The whole 
and infinite Righteouſneſs of Chriſt muſt be 
imputed to you ; otherwiſe, you cannot be ac- 
quitted at the Bar of God's Juſtice. 

Your Notion of imputed Righteouſneſs, is 
thus explained, in your Sermon on that Sub- 
ect: Chriſt had no Sin of his own, and 
yet he was made Sin by Imputation; and 
* Believers have no Righteouſneſs of their 
* own, and yet are made righteous by Im- 
* putation. Chriſt had no inherent Sin of his 
* own, nor have they any inherent Righte- 
* oulneſs; but he was made Sin, by having 
their Sins imputed to him, and they are 
* made righteous by having his Righteouſ- 
* neſs imputed to them,” This, you ſay, is 
the fundamental Doctrine of Chriſtianity, and 
the direct contrary is the fundamental Doc- 

trine 
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trine of Popery. I am not of your Opinion, 
and think your Explanation of the Doctrine 
of imputed Righteouſneſs directly contrary 
to Scripture z | in which we are taught, that 
Chriſt bare our Sins in his own. Body on the 
Tree, that we being dead to Sin ſhould live 
unto Righteouſneſs, 1 Pet. ii. 24. If we live 
unto Righteouſneſs, we muſt have a Righte- 
ouſneſs inherent in us. You have cited theſe 
Words of St. Paul, 2 Cor. v. 21. For he hath 
« made him to be Sin for us, who knew no 
Sin, that we might be might be made the 
* Righteouſneſs of God in him,” If we are 
made the Righteouſneſs of God in Chriſt, | 
think it ſhould follow, that Believers have a 
Righteouſneſs of their own 3 and not, as you 
aſlert, that they have not any inherent Righ- 
teouſneſs. You have aſcribed a Righteouſneſs 
to them which can profit them nothing; a 
Righteouſneſs which makes no. Change within, 
and is not the Habit of the Soul. If Belie- 
vers have no inherent Righteouſneſs, if they 
are ſtill corrupt, unrenewed in the Habit of 
their Souls; the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt im- 
puted to them can be of no more Benefit, 
than a ſplendid Garment, which covers the 
Body of a diſeaſed Perſon, but does not re- 
{tore his Health. Have you then maintained 
the fundamental Doctrine of Chriſtianity, and 
is the direct contrary the fundamental Doc- 
trine of Poperty ? ith, 

_ This was the Cry of che Aulinomians about 
an Hundred Years ago, and I ſhall give you 
Mr. Baxter's Anſwer to it, in his Aphoriſms of 
Fuſtification i The Antinomians, if they - 
ce hut 
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« but hear a Man talk of a Righteouſneſs in 
« himſelf, or in any Thing he can do thereto, 
« they ſtartle at ſuch Doctrine, and even gnaſh 
„the Teeth, as if we preached flat Popery; 
« yea; as if we cried down Chriſt, and ſet up 
« ourſelves; not underſtanding the Difference 
„between the two Sorts of Righteouſneſs, 
«that of the Old Covenant, which is all out 
of us in Chriſt, and that of the New Co- 
« venant, which is all out of Chriſt in our- 
« ſelves, though wrought by the Power of 
the Spirit of Chriſt,” And I ſhall, with- 
out any Fear of the Imputation of Popery, 
maintain the Neceſſity, Obligation, and Benefit. 
of inward Holineſs and true Righteouſneſs, 
exerciſed in all good Works, in Obedience to 
the Will of God. If I had all the Powers 
of Eloquence, all the Force of Perſuaſion, 
joined ro Strength of Argument, I would 
exert my Faculties, with all my Might, to 
convince Men of the Neceſſity of Righteout- 
neſs and true Holineſs, and ſhew them the 
Acceptableneſs of their Obedience to God, left 
they ſhould deceive themſclves with a carcleſs 
Security of Faith, truſting to a fancied Im- 
putation of Chriſt's Righteouſneſs, while they 
are conſcious of the total Want and Neglect 
of Righteo::ſneſs in themſelves, 


Thus, Sir, I have given you my Thoughts 
upon ſome Points of Doctrine in your Diſ- 
courſes; which, I fear, will not tend to the 
Edification, but to the Hurt of your Hearers. 
Error of Judgment. may produce Error in 
Practice; to prevent which Evil, I intreat you 
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to put them in Mind tu be Doers of the Word, 
and not Hearers only, deceiving their own- 


ſelves; and that whoſo is not a forgetful 


Hearer, but a Doer of che Word, this Man 
Hall be bleſſed in his Deed. For not the Hear. 
ers of the Law are juſt before God; but the 
Doers of the Law ſhall be juſtified ; and that 
it will be to no Purpoſe to believe, unleſs we 
obey. the Goſpel. f TH 


T am, 7 | 
Your Humble" Servant, 
Highgate, | ; 


Feb. 20, 1761. 


WIILIAu FELTON. 
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